Bear Bud* 1/30/75 

Hhat you told Jiia* who spoke to you yesterday after I spoke to him, is somewhat 
helpful in what I* iu trying to figure out about the GoijJ.dc^Waahingteiir^i hatchorty 
in the current tfushiiVTtonian* 

However, if you will iuke the time, IM stHl like the annotations of a copy 
indicating 

V^hat you told Mm or he could have locate after speaking to you; 

What ho indicated knovrlng about prior to tallduo^ to you; 

What souroen you think hu had on the indicated parts othir than you or tm (nothing 
in it directly fma ine); 

b T bat if anything i;s opposite what you told him; 

IJhat if aiiytrjdiig you told him tliat is relevant arid omitted; 

In general, did Jit? tell you whether he had talked to anyone else, or did he without 
so saying indicate he had spoken to any others? 

X have the tapes of our conversation* with the label under which he mailed them 
pack* He made and identified the tapes and I fixed them as ho used them so they could 
not be erased by accident* 

Tqu have probably noticed tliat th ere is not a siggle direct quotation tef me and that 
the views he attributes to me are diametrically opposite those I haw always held. 
and having me on the wrong side on the dispute ober conspiracies interest mo much. Why* 
then* did he spend a day here? 

So*m of these errors oaa't be accidental* xhere is the possibility ho had this 
written before ha came. What he aaya of mo and Garrison on Shaw is exactly opposite fact 
and what I told him and 1 can t imagine him writing that after he was here without diking 
him out worse than I do* 

Soiae of what ho says he got from mo moans nothing to ma* X have no idea what he 
is talking about in the business about the clipping* for excnple* This also makes me 
vender* particularly because I see nothing in the piece of this nature I can attribute to 
you, even in an unguarded What could hie sources have been then? 

? fhis in particular Mgfrt bs a fruitful loattcr to pursue * Whether or not there is a 
direct connection* he i;> starving the Interests of others and you and I presently have 
reason to give this a second tliou^iit* WiiHe at the tins© non© of tills was in my m f raj and 
X had no reason to believe Im was going to ax us* sonx- of my prceoiiditions turn out to 
have boon worthwhile* 'fhere in tills tape and he say« the opposite of what X said and the 
defamation thus can t bo accidental* If we ever get together and talk, titere is more; that 
I think is reluv;urt and 1 an su^wtLr*g that the effort to do something when wo both 
have more to do than wo can may nonetheless be a worthwhile way of spending some time* 

I am saying that it ia not unrt;naonablc to ask whctlier the c ax ^cto interest was in an 
article that might interest readers only * I believe the answer is negative* I have done 
a little pre limin ary checking. entirely supports the 3^t-of~the~pants reaction* So 
you Clan do a little of this on your own and fast, check the index to Superlawyers for 
what* ^.veu th£ name*? he uses* is not there. If you do not understand what X mean* auk 
tfim to do this with the tksx index as I did with bin Tuesday* He may not hive thought of 
this when he &pote to you or there isay not have been tirse. 

iUifl I am &U£ 3 g&st&ngg tlmt ttesre may be a connection with a If? t ter you wrote a laouth 
ago and as of tlie last tine I ask^d JIu if you had gotten a response ht j said you had not. 

'fills and what a suit makes possible is one of the reasons I sug^esteu titat one might 
be considered* 


Sincerely* 


